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claims 1 through 25 and 27 through 30, all the claims pending in 
the instant application. Claim 26 has been canceled. 



1 




Appeal No. 2001-1021 
Application 08/923,612 

Invention 

The invention relates generally to the management of 
information or datasets stored on electronic devices. In 
particular, the invention relates to a system implementing 
methods for maintaining synchronization of disparate datasets 
among a variety of such devices. See page 1 of Appellants' 
specification. 

With each passing day, there is an increasing interest in 
providing synchronization solutions for connected information 
appliances. Information appliances are electronic devices such 
as cellular phones, pagers, hand-held devices, such as Palm® 
Pilots, as well as desktop computers. A problem facing such an 
environment today is that these devices do not communicate well 
with desktop computers, let alone with each other. See page 1 of 
Appellants' specification. 

The applicants' invention provides a solution which handles 
all the different types of data from a variety of different 
electronic appliances. See page 3 of Appellants' specification. 
Appellants' solution is to use a global ID employed at the level 
of the record map. The global ID is global to the entire 
synchronization system. Even if a source dataset already 
provides unique IDs, those unique IDs are generally unique to the 

2 



Appeal No. 2001-1021 
Application 08/923,612 



device or unique to particular records on that device. Global ID 

which are employed at the record map must be global across 

multiple devices. Accordingly, the synchronization system 

provides a unique global identifier for each data item at the 

level of the Record Map. The global ID is employed throughout 

the synchronization process for supporting synchronization across 

multiple devices without creating duplicates. See page 5 of 

Appellants' specification. 

Independent claim 1 present in the application sets forth 

the invention and is reproduced as follows: 

1. In a system providing one dataset in communication with 
another dataset, a method for synchronizing datasets comprising: 

receiving a request specifying synchronization of 
information records of a source dataset residing on a first 
device with information records of a target dataset residing on a 
second device; 

determining a synchronization set by: 

(i) determining which, if any, information records have 
been previously transmitted to the target dataset but no longer 
exists at the source dataset, and 

(ii) determining which, if any, information records 
have been added to or modified at the source dataset since the 
source dataset was last synchronized with the target dataset, 

wherein each information record of the source dataset is 
assigned a globally unique identifier that is independent of 
either of the devices, for identifying said each information 
record at both the source dataset and the target dataset, said 
globally unique identifier being maintained in a device- 
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independent record map that allows the globally unique identifier 
to be traced back to a specific information record regardless of 
which device the specific information record resides; and 

based on said synchronization set, synchronizing information 
records of the source dataset with information records of the 
target dataset by: 

(i) using said globally unique identifiers, deleting 
from the target dataset any information records which have been 
previously transmitted to the target dataset but no longer exist 
at the source dataset, and 

(ii) using said globally unique identifiers, updating 
the target dataset so that said target dataset includes those 
information records determined to have been added to or modified 
at the source dataset since the source dataset was last 
synchronized with the target dataset. 
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Rejections at Issue 



Claims 1 through 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
being unpatentable over Kucala in view of Olds. Claims 14 
through 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Kucala and Olds and further in view of 




Appeal No. 2001-1021 
Application 08/923,612 

Buchanan. Claims 21 through 25 and 27 through 30 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Meyering in view 
of Olds. 

Throughout the opinion, we make reference to the briefs 1 and 
answer 2 for the respective details thereof. 

OPINION 

With full consideration being given to the subject matter on 
appeal, the Examiner's rejections and the arguments of Appellants 
and Examiner, for the reasons stated infra, we reverse the 
Examiner's rejection of claims 1 through 25 and 27 through 30 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

In rejecting claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the Examiner 
bears the initial burden of establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness. In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQ 1443, 
1444 (Fed. Cir. 1992). See also In re Piasecki, 745 F.2d 1468, 



1 Appellants filed an appeal brief on August 24, 2000. 
Appellants filed a reply brief on November 27, 2000. The 
Examiner mailed out an office communication on December 6, 2000, 
stating that the reply brief has been entered. 

2 The Examiner mailed an answer on September 18, 2000. The 
Board remanded to the Examiner on March 28, 2002. In response, 
the Examiner issued a substitute Examiner's answer on April 12, 
2002. We will refer to the substitute Examiner's answer as 
simply the answer throughout this opinion. 
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1472, 223 USPQ 785, 788 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The Examiner can 
satisfy this burden by showing that some objective teaching in 
the prior art or knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art suggests the claimed subject matter. In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1074, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
Only if this initial burden is met does the burden of coming 
forward with evidence or argument shift to the Appellants. 
Oetiker, 977 F.2d at 1445, 24 USPQ at 1444. See also Piasecki, 
745 F.2d at 1472, 223 USPQ at 788. 

An obviousness analysis commences with a review and 
consideration of all the pertinent evidence and arguments. "In 
reviewing the [E]xaminer's decision on appeal, the Board must 
necessarily weigh all of the evidence and arguments." Oetiker, 
977 F.2d at 1445, 24 USPQ2d at 1444. "[T]he Board must not only 
assure that the requisite findings are made, based on evidence of 
record, but must also explain the reasoning by which the findings 
are deemed to support the agency's conclusion." In re Lee, 277 
F.3d 1338, 1344, 61 USPQ2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). With 
these principles in mind, we commence review of the pertinent 
evidence and arguments of Appellants and Examiner. 
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For the rejection of claims 1 through 13 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103 as being unpatentable over Kucala in view of Olds, 
Appellants argue that Olds fails to teach or suggest Appellants' 
claimed system where a given record in the original format or 
data structure is transferred from an original device to a 
totally different target device. Appellants argue that Olds 
clearly describes that each copy of a subtree or replica resides 
within a single network hierarchical database and does not 
contemplate the problem of providing synchronization of data 
records being transferred, from one device to a totally different 
target device. See page 9 of Appellants' brief and pages 2 and 3 
of Appellants' reply brief. 

Appellants argue that Appellants' claims 1 through 13 
distinguish over Olds. Appellants argue that claim 1 requires 
that "each information record of the source dataset is assigned a 
globally unique identifier that is independent of either of the 
devices." Claim 1 requires that the globally unique identifier 
be "maintained in a device-independent record map that allows the 
globally unique identifier to be traced back to a specific 
information record regardless of which device the specific 
information record resides." Appellants argue that the record 
map provides a means of identifying records to the 
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synchronization system's logic, independent of how the record is 

identified within it own dataset. This approach allows a given 

information record to be transferred from one device, say, a 

cellular phone, to a completely different device, say, a desktop 

computer, regardless of the fact that the receiving device does 

not support the original format or the information record. 

Appellants argue that this is distinguished from simply 

transferring information records among like devices, such as like 

server computers as done by Olds. Appellants further argue that 

there would be no need to fashion an identifier that was 

independent of those devices because Olds can simply rely on 

system-dependent unique identifiers of that system. See page 10 

of Appellants' brief. 

Upon our review of Olds, we agree with Appellants that Olds' 

unique object identifier is a system dependent identifier. Olds 

teaches a new unique object identifier for one particular 

hierarchical system. See column 3, lines 10 through 15. We fail 

to find that Olds teaches 

each information record of the source dataset is assigned a 
globally unique identifier that is independent of either of 
the devices, for identifying said each information record at 
both the source dataset and the target dataset, said 
globally unique identifier being maintained in a device- 
independent record map that allows the globally unique 
identifier to be traced back to a specific information 
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record regardless of which device the specific information 
record resides 

as recited in Appellants' claims 1 through 13. Therefore, we 
will not sustain the Examiner's rejection of claims 1 through 13 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Kucala in view 
of Olds. 

Turning to the rejection of claims 14 through 20 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Kucala in view of Olds 
and further in view of Buchanan, we find that the Examiner relies 
on Olds for the above limitation, therefore, we will not sustain 
the Examiner's rejection for these claims for the same reasons as 
stated above. 

We now turn to the rejection of claims 21 through 25 and 27 
through 30 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over 
Meyering in view of Olds. The Examiner acknowledges that 
Meyering does not teach the limitation of assigning a globally 
unique identifier. The Examiner contends that Olds provides this 
missing element. See pages 12 and. 13 of the answer. 

We note that Appellants' claims 21 recites 

said information of said first and second datasets comprises 
data records and wherein said means for determining include 
means for assigning to each data record a device-independent 
globally unique identifier created by the system for 
uniquely identifying each data record regardless of which 
dataset and device it appears. 
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As we have pointed out above, we have found out that Olds fails 
to teach a device-independent globally unique identifier. 
Therefore, we will not sustain the Examiner's rejection for 
claims 21 through 25 and 27 through 30 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

In view of the foregoing, we have not sustained the 
Examiner's rejection of claims 1 through 25 and 27 through 30 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 



REVERSED 




MICHAEL R. FLEMINGS 
Administrative Patent Judge 




'JOSEPH F. RUGGIERO 
Administrative Patent Judge 
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